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In the Matter of )

)
Distribution of 2015 ) Docket No. 17-CRB-0011-SD
Satellite Royalty Funds ) (2015)

)

MULTIGROUP CLAIMANTS’
SURREPLY ADDRESSING PROPOSED PARTIAL DISTRIBUTION
OF 2015 SATELLITE FUNDS TO CERTAIN
“ALLOCATION PHASE CLAIMANTS”

Multigroup Claimants, pursuant to tbastribution of 2015 Satellite
Royalty Funds, Notice Requesting Replyhlished September 29, 2017, by
the Library of Congress, 92 Fed. Reg. 45624, hesebynits a surreply to
comments filed by the “Devotional Claimants”, “Prag Suppliers” and
“Allocation Phase Parties”, as follows:

A. FOR THE FIRST TIME, CLAIMANTS THAT ARE PART

OF THE “DEVOTIONAL CLAIMANTS” FOR PURPOSES
OF 2015 SATELLITE ROYALTIES ARE IDENTIFIED.

For the first time, footnote 1 of the Devotiondaithants’ reply
identifies which claimants are to be considered piithe “Devotional
Claimants” for purposes of 2015 satellite royalti&ill, the Devotional

Claimants assert that this identification was uessary because Multigroup

Claimants should have already been capable ofrdeteg their identity.
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This argument relies entirely on submission oflisteof 2015 satellite
claimants prepared by the CRB (attached to the @pExhibit A),
inexplicably suggesting thabmethingwithin the list would immediately
reveal which claimants had aligned to be part eflevotional Claimants
for 2015 satellite royalty purposes. Obviouslglsis not the case. Nothing
within the list of 2015 satellite royalty claiman®uld allow Multigroup
Claimants to intuit who had aligned with the “Deieotal Claimants™.

Of particular irony, however, is that the Devoab&laimants can’t
even clearly articulate which claimants are pathefr group, as the entities
listed at footnote 1 of the Devotional Claimantglyedo not necessarily
appear in either the Exhibit A list of 2015 satelltlaimants, nor even the
Exhibit B list of Devotional Claimants-representddimants. See, e.g.,
“Liberty Broadcasting Network, Inc.”, appearingfabtnote 1 but not
appearing in either Exhibit A or B. As Multigro@jaimants made clear in
its previously filedObjection to Partial Distribution of 2015 Satellifainds

to Certain “Allocation Phase Claimantsthe identity of the “Devotional

! Devotional Claimants actually suggest that Mutiup Claimants should

have contacted legal counsel for the Devotionain@dats and inquired as to
their identity, as opposed to Devotional Claimasntsply revealing such
information as part of its motion for partial dibtition.
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Claimants” does not appear in the Federal Regmtece, and does not
appear in thé&lotion of the Allocation Phase Parties for Partiailstribution
of 2015 Satellite Royalty Funtiled February 17, 2017. Multigroup
Claimants could at best presume that the “DevoliGt@mants” are similar
to claimants that have most recently identifiedribelves as the “Settling
Devotional Claimants” — a presumption made onlyaose of the
commonality of legal counsel -- but had no meanadependently confirm
the same based on the Devotional Claimants’ filings

Further, given thensistenceof the “Settling Devotional Claimants”
(“SDC”) in multiple prior proceedings that they aret a singular
consortium or entity, but rather claimants thatehawllectively engaged the
same legal counsel for particular proceedings,thedact that the
“Devotional Claimants” legal counsel never cladfien whose behalf they
appear, Multigroup Claimants could not reasonatulyii who was part of

the Devotional Claimants for purposes of 2015 Beebyalties.
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B. BY ANY CRITERIA, THE IDENTIFIED “DEVOTIONAL
CLAIMANTS” DO NOT QUALIFY AS “ESTABLISHED
CLAIMANTS”".

Regardless, the listing of claimants at footnoté the Devotional
Claimants’ reply aptly makes the point of MultigmClaimants that the
Devotional Claimants wish to obscur@ene of the Devotional Claimants-
represented claimants have been part of a litigsdeellite proceeding that
has concluded with a final distribution award, heszano litigated satellite
proceeding has ever occurred. Even acceptingatwbonind position of
various parties that a negotiateettlemenof satellite royalties qualifies a
party as an “established claimant” (see discussndra), only three of the
thirty-three (33) listed entities now identified @&t of the “Devotional
Claimants” have ever participated in a prior settdat for the distribution of
satellite royalties. The most recent of thosdesmtnts related to calendar

years 1997-1998, and were settlements entereavittioNVorldwide Subsidy

Group, LLC almost two decades ago. See Decl. of RalazZZ The

2 As set forth in the Declaration of Raul Galamitiwide Subsidy Group,
LLC dba Independent Producers Group negotiatedrgphensive
settlement of 1997 and 1998 satellite royalties witly three of the
claimants currently aligning themselves with thev@i®nal Claimants —
Christian Broadcasting Corporation, In Touch Mines, and Crystal
Cathedral Ministries.
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guestion is therefore begged: on what basis cathirig-three “Devotional
Claimants” contend that they are “established ciats’?

To this question, the thirty-three collective mersof the Devotional
Claimants falsely contend that they are “estabtistiaimants” because they
“have received final satellite distributions foregy royalty year from 1989
through 1998, have received partial distributiomsdvery royalty year from
1999 through 2014nd have received final distribution in a contested
satellite royalty proceeding for royalty year 2008evotional Claimants
reply at p.3 (emphasis added). Phrasing the fangggiatement with “and”
rather than “or” is disingenuous at best, but nagpropriately characterized
as a misrepresentation to the Judges.

First, the vast majority of the “Devotional Claimghare recent
participants in the royalty distribution proceedngith only three claimants

participating prior to 1999 where a “final distrtian order” exists. Id. To

* This identical criticism, i.e., the variation @fpresented claimants, was
the basis for the Judges refusing to award IPQrayuat of program
suppliers royalties based on tmenimumamount that the MPAA argued
IPG was entitled, and instead awarding royaltiesedan the significantly
smaller amount awarded in the prior litigated peatieg:

“Indeed, IPG does not dispute the point raiseddstam of the
commenters that ‘[t]here is no assurance that apgod claimants that
IPG represented in one year will be the same gimoapsubsequent
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suggest that a majority of the thirty-three claitsamave been involved as
far back as 1989 is a blatant misstatement by DavaltClaimants’ legal
counsel, and conveniently offered without suppgreénidence. Second, a
“partial distribution” should have no significanagen the criteria most
recently set forth by the Judges clearly enuncidieseed for a “final
distribution allocation” (se&eptember 29 Ordet p.2). Further, most of
the motions that preceded the partial distributaese unchallenged and,
moreover, the “established claimants” criteriafegh by the Judges in
September 2016 post-dates the partial distributior@sy of the identified
claimants. In effect, the “Devotional Claimantgisttion is that they should
receive partial distributions simply because a seniaig of the thirty-three
claimants have previously received partial distitms, regardless of the
fact that such claimants do not qualify under tindgés’ criteria as

“established claimants”.

year.” SDC Commenat 10; sedSC Commerdt 3 (IPG represents
‘shifting, ad hoc group of diverse claimamtbose claims vary from
year to year’).”

Order Granting In Part And Denying In Part IPG’s Kan For Partial
Distribution Of Program Suppliers’ Royalties p. 10, Docket Nos. 2012-6
CRB CD 2004-2009 (Phase Il) and 2012-7 CRB SD 1333 (Phase II)
(September 29, 2016; th8&ptember 29 Ord&r
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Third, evenf the 2008 satellite final distribution order foeth
devotional programming category could qualify dsais for allowing
“established claimants”jt could only be for those “Devotional Claimants”
that were awarded 2008 satellite royalties. Anyammaof the 2008 satellite
claims for the SDC reveals fifteen entities on whbehalf the SDC made
2008 satellite claims, eleven of which appear endtirrent list of
“Devotional Claimants”. See Decl. of Raul Gald#at is, the 2008 satellite
final distribution order on which thirty-three Dexanal Claimants currently
rely to characterize themselves as “establishachalas” only includes
claims, in any amount, for one-third of those clants. Further, the
significance of the 2008 final distribution orderabasis for rationalizing
the amount of the partial distribution currentlyigbat by the Devotional

Claimants’ is questionable absent an appropridbo2008 satellite

“ While technically “litigated”, the 2008 satellitevard to the SDC was due
to the fact that the Judges dismissed all claintsevineth Copeland
Ministries, Benny Hinn Ministries, and Creflo Dallslinistries as a
discovery sanction, i.e., not as an assessmembgfgmming value, leaving
only SDC broadcasts remaining. Prior to impositibthe discovery
sanction, the SDC maintained that IPG was ent8&@% of the 2008
satellite royalty pool. Se8DC Amended Direct Statemehéstimony of
John Sanders at p. 11 (July 8, 2014), 2012-7 CRBE®I9-2009 (Phase II).
As a result of the discovery sanction, IPG didcfallenge that it had no
remaining compensable claims for 2008 satellitaltogs, a situation unlike
any other calendar year and unlike the situatior2@d.5 satellite royalties.
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royalties between claimants which do/do not cutyesgppear as part of the
2015 “Devotional Claimants”. No such appropriatitas been presented,
and so it is unclear to what degree claimants appeas Devotional
Claimants for both 2008 satellite and 2015 sagelliere responsible for the
2008 satellite royalties.

In sum, the current “Devotional Claimants” attertgotide the
coattails of a single award for 2008 satellite thats made to an entirely
different group of claimants, under circumstancewhich all adverse
claims were dismissed despite an acknowledged ¥atueproduct of a
discovery sanction), and without any presentat®todhe significance of

the award to those claimants appearing in bothgg.ou

C. THE MPAA-REPRESENTED PROGRAM SUPPLIERS
FAIL TO IDENTIFY WHICH CLAIMANTS THEY
REPRESENT IN ORDER TO ASSESS WHETHER THEY
ARE “ESTABLISHED CLAIMANTS”. ABSENT
IDENTIFICATION, THE JUDGES CANNOT ASSESS
WHICH CLAIMANTS ARE LIABLE FOR REPAYMENT
OF THE ADVANCE DISTRIBUTIONS.

Similar to the Devotional Claimants’ reply, the MRArgues that

Multigroup Claimants “feigns confusion over thentigy of the Program
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Suppliers”. However, contrary to the Devotionahi@lants’ reply, the

MPAA fails to identifyanyof the claimants it purports to represent. Rather
the MPAA asserts that it has been and remainsdi#&ctorepresentative

of all Program Suppliers claimants.” MPAA replyfatl. For this reason,
the MPAA asserts that it has no need to identifycvizlaimants have

engaged the MPAA (if any such claimants actualig®

> Multigroup Claimants does not make such statetigtly. In IPG’s

first appearance in these proceedings, the 199@ pafceedings, MPAA
refused to produce copies of the agreements betitgsthand represented
claimants, until ordered to do so. S&eler of June 28, 2008t p.6, Docket
no. 2000-2 CARP CD 93-97 (June 28, 2000). The MPaéfisal was, in
fact, a dilatory tactic. It was subsequently réeedhat the MPAA had
received approximately $65 Million in advance dizitions on behalf of
Program Supplier claimants, despite not havingnglsiagreement with a
claimant in place for representation in the 19%learoceedings. Despite
the MPAA filing of a petition to participate in duproceeding, and the
receipt of an extraordinary advance distributiorg the submission of
declarations under penalty of perjury that the MP#gl been engaged by
claimants with Program Supplier claims prior to th&tribution of advance
distributions,such representations were false and frauduldéRG reported
such facts to the standing CARP, who nonethelésaad the MPAA to
continue participating because they were able¢argeclaimant
authorizations post-facto, during such time asGARP was considering
IPG’s motion to compel production of the in-the-g@es-of-creation
documents. According to the stringent criteriaegpdly employed by the
standing CRB in the claims challenge process, tRAMand its
represented claimants would have been dismisseglediter from the 1997
cable proceedings.
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The gist of the MPAA assertion is that it represait Program
Supplier claimants, whoever they might ultimatedy o claimant
identification is not necessatySuch position might be sufficient to allow
the MPAA torepresentthe Program Suppliers category in these
proceedings, but not sufficient for the purposéhefMPAA securing an
advance distribution of royalties.

As noted in Multigroup Claimants’ previously fil&bjection to
Partial Distribution of 2015 Satellite Funds to @&n “Allocation Phase
Claimants”, precedent in prior distribution proceedings reegiia Phase |
representative (i.e., an “Allocation” representa}ito act on behalf of all
claimants within such Phase | categbrilevertheless, entities previously
identifying themselves as representing the “Progsamppliers” and the
“Devotional Claimants” categories have historicabgeived and utilized

millions of dollars of advanced royalties to fuimeir own Phase Il

® It should be noted that the list of MPAA-repnetsel claimants has varied
widely over the years of distribution proceedingigmatically more than
SDC or IPG represented claimants. As noted alsuah fact was the very
basis on which the Judges significantly reducedtréal distribution
sought by IPG to an amount far less than the mimramount that the
MPAA contended IPG was entitled. See supra.

" SeeDocket no. 2000-2 CARP CD 93-97, Order of AugustZ00, at pp.
4-6.
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expenditures (currently known as “distribution piasyet refused to
distribute advanced royalties to any other Phaskiinants, thereby
violating the edict of the Judges’ predecessomsns€quently, absent the
MPAA'’s representation that it will remit advancestribution royalties to all
Program Supplier claimants (e.g., Multigroup Clamsarepresented
claimants) no differently than it remits advancstabution royalties to
MPAA-represented Program Suppliers, it is a misstaint for the MPAA to
assert that its motion for partial distributiormade on behalf adll Program
Supplier claimants. What remains, therefore, asNtiPAA’s hollow
representation that it is securing a partial distiion on behalf oéll
Program Supplier claimants, and its failure to tdgrany MPAA.-
represented Program Supplier claimant.

Also similar to the Devotional Claimants’ replyetMPAA asserts
that there is some significance to the issuangeiof partial distributions.
Again, a “partial distribution” should have no sifgzance when the criteria
most recently set forth by the Judges clearly erates the need for a “final
distribution allocation” (se&eptember 29 Ordet p.2), most of the partial

distribution motions were not challenged and, meeeothe “established
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claimants” criteria set forth by the Judges in $aypder 2016 post-dates the
partial distributions to any of the identified ctants. No different than the
“Devotional Claimants”, the MPAA'’s position is thidtey should receive
partial distributions simply because they have jmesly received partial
distributions, regardless of the fact that its espnted claimants do not
gualify under the Judges’ criteria as “establisbladmants”.

Under the Judges’ most recently announced critegairing a final
distribution order following &itigated satellite proceeding (see infra), no
Program Supplier claimant is entitled advance ithstion of satellite
royalties, under any circumstances. NonethelasdMiPAA misrepresents
that such a litigated proceeding occurred and resuh a final distribution
allocation order. MPAA reply at fn.2, citing ExlilB. Specifically, the
MPAA cites to an order from 1996-1998 satelliteqa®dings, however
review of that document reflects a final distriltiorder following a
settlemenbetween the MPAA and another party relating to82¢€gxellite
royalties. In fact, the cited document reflectt time settlement occurred
during the “good faith negotiation period”, i.etrigr to any submission of
pleadings that could be construed as the commemteyhgenuine
“litigation”. By no stretch of the imagination caach order be
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characterized asldigated satellite proceeding resulting in a distribution
allocation order.

Consequently, and no different than the Devoti@lalmants, the
MPAA is left with its contention that a negotiateettlemenof satellite
claims is the only means by which its representadnants can qualify as
“established claimants”, in direct contradictiontlké MPAA'’s prior position

on such matter.

D. THE CRITERIA PREVIOUSLY ESTABLISHED BY THE
JUDGES REQUIRES A FINAL DISTRIBUTION ORDER
BASED ON ALITIGATED PROCEEDING.

The remarkable flip-flop that appears in the rgmpers is the
newfound assertion that a party can achieve “astadal claimant” status via
a non-litigated proceedingr even a confidential settlemerfbuch position
stands in stark contrast to the positions of theAMRnd the SDC when
they opposed any advance distribution to Indepan@mducers Group,
whom as a matter of public record had reachecdesetthts with both the

SDC and the MPAA for satellite royalties (and catolgalties) in prior

years: Taking the staunch position that qualificatioraas‘established

® As noted, Worldwide Subsidy Group, LLC entenei ia comprehensive
settlement agreement of 1997-1998 satellite raaHittributable the
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claimant” in the satellite royalty proceedings regs a final distribution
order following ditigated satellite proceeding, both the SDC and MPAA
maintained that IPG was not an “established clattha®uch position would
have been an obvious misstatement, if not outlighif either had intended
to maintain that a confidential settlement of dietlaims qualifies a party
as an “established claimant”, as both entities vaptéy aware of their prior
settlements with IPG. In fact, it is even a mattigpublic record that IPG
reached comprehensive settlement agreements withIC and MPAA for
satellite royalties during specific years, yet hertthe SDC or MPAA
maintained that such settlement of satellite rogsklevated IPG’s status to
that of “established claimants”.

Notably, in opposition to IPG’s motion for partdiktribution of
2000-2009 satellite royalties in the Program Swguplcategory, the MPAA
had the following to say:

As the Copyright Royalty Tribunal (“CRT”) held regtedly,

initial partial distributions are made only to ddished
claimants based on finhtigated awards . . . .”

devotional programming category. WSG also enter@da comprehensive
settlement agreement with the MPAA-represented@@rogsuppliers for
1997-1999 satellite royalties attributable to thegfam Suppliers category.
All such agreements were subject to a confidengigliovision. See Decl.
of Raul Galaz, para. 5.
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* % *

Moreover, CRT precedent expressly rejects anynmedian the
claims advanced by parties in an ongoing proceeasna
legitimate basis for awarding a partial distribataf royalties,
and instead based partial distribution awards o ffitigated
awards established in prior distribution proceesir§ee 51
Fed. Reg. 44331 (December 9, 1986); 48 Fed. R&y. %4
(December 6, 1983).

* % *

The CRT and the Copyright Office typically limitedtial
partial distribution awards of royalties to a rezedole
percentage (typically 50%) of an established claitsgorior
litigated award. See April 10, 2002 Order at 2; 47 Fed. Reg.
21475. More recently, the Judges have limitedaingartial
distributions of royalties subject to controversydar Section
801(b)(3)(C) to 60% of an established claimantisrditigated
award. [CitingOrder Granting Motion Of Phase | Claimants
For Partial Distribution Docket No. 14-CRB-0010 CD (2013)
at 1-2 and Attachment A (May 28, 2018&)der Granting
Motion Of Phase | Claimants For Partial DistributipDocket
No. 14-CRB-0011 SD (2013) at 1-2 (May 28, 2015).]

MPAA Comments on IPG Motion for Partial Distributiat pp. 4, 11-12,
Docket Nos. 2012-6 CRB CD 2004-2009 (Phase Il)201P-7 CRB SD
1999-2009 (Phase Il) (Jan. 15, 2016) (emphasisBddgee alsdsettling
Devotional Claimants Comments on IPG Motion fortiéuDistribution at
pp. 6 et seq., Docket Nos. 2012-6 CRB CD 2004-Z60@se Il) and 2012-7

CRB SD 1999-2009 (Phase I1) (Jan. 15, 2016) (chaifey that IPG is not
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an “established claimant®).

The SDC and the MPAA most recently challengedatiheance
distribution to IPG of satellite royalties, evemtigh IPG sought partial
distribution of theminimumamounts that the SDC and MPAA argued that
IPG was entitled in such satellite proceedingsneétloeless, while denying
an advance distribution of satellite royalties, dnelges authorized an
advance distribution of 2004-2009 cable royaltrethe Program Suppliers
category. Thenly distinction between IPG’s motion for advance
distribution of cable versus satellite royaltieswvtlaat IPG had concluded a
litigated cableproceeding in the Program Suppliers category, bdtriot
concluded a litigatedatelliteproceeding. This singular fact demonstrates
that the Judges required a prior final distributtiocation to be the product

of alitigated order. Moreover, if there were no significancevttether a

® The “Allocation Phase Parties” were apparently usr@wof the foregoing
arguments and authority when they incorrectly atigue

“[T]he Judges havaeversuggested that a litigated allocation is
necessary for a party to be an established clajmaht that the
allocation be final — by compromise or otherwise. Nor

would such a litigation prerequisite for partiastdibutions

make sense.”

Allocation Phase Parties’ reply at p.3 (emphasdzedil
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final distribution allocation was based ofitated proceeding, as the
Devotional Claimants and MPAA contend, no basis lddave existed for
the Judges to have affirmatively reduced IPG’s pseg partial distribution
from what IPG sought (a partial distribution basedhe alreadyninimum
amounts that the SDC and MPAA argued that IPG watezl) to only
those amounts received by IPG pursuantlitigated proceeding. Such was
the express basis by which the Judges reduced B&isl distribution.
Clearly, the Judges’ ruling makes no sense in iserace of deeming a
litigated proceeding a prerequisite to qualifyirsgam “established claimant”.
Quite simply, the Devotional Claimants and the MPégkxinot have it
both ways™® As acknowledged, no final satellite distributiomer hasver

been based on a litigated proceeding making anadltm between partié€s.

19 Anticipating this very scenario, i.e., the egiste of future motions for
partial distribution of satellite royalties broudt the SDC and the MPAA
(or derivations of either), IPG previously notedhie Judges the rather
obvious fact that the SDC and MPAA argument thatigladistribution is
contingent on a prior distribution order arisingrfr a litigated proceeding
necessarily foreclosed the SDC and MPAA from raogiyuture partial
distributions of satellite royalties, until a liaged proceeding concluded with
a final allocation of satellite royalties. S&eptember 29 Ordext pp. 7-8.

1 The only arguable exception relates to 2008Igatmyalties for the
devotional programming category, which while techifly “litigated”, was
not litigated as to an appropriation amongst pgrtee to imposition of a
discovery sanction. See supra.
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If status as an “established claimant” requiresi@r fitigated award, as has
been the position of both the SDC and MPAA whely tecessfully
blocked any advance distribution of satellite fut@&G, then neither the
Devotional Claimants or the MPAA may now assert thay represent
“established claimants”. If such parties now tHke contrary position, and
argue that a mere confidentsdttlemenof satellite claims achieves
“established claimant” status, then their prioebng must be construed to
have contained blatant misrepresentations by kagal counsel. No middle
ground exists?
CONCLUSION

Applying the Judges’ holdings to the current motionpartial
distribution, none of the (possibly) multiple clants that comprise the
“Program Suppliers” or the “Devotional Claimantsiie received “a final
allocation of satellite royalties”, areen if the Judges concluded that a

partial distribution were warrantedandeven if adverse allocation phase

12 If the Judges were to adopt the newfound pasttiat a confidential

settlement agreement qualifies a party to be amabéished claimant”, IPG
would be entitled to and would seek an immediatieissuing advance
distribution of royalties for all active proceedsgnboththe devotional and
Program Suppliers categories, bwth cable and satellite proceedings.
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parties concluded that a partial distribution wesarranted the Judges
have no basis for allocating an appropriate padigtibution. Such is the
straightforward ruling of the Judges.

The Judges’ previous ruling makes clear that nette “Program
Suppliers” or “Devotional Claimants” are or repneis@established
claimants” in satellite proceedings, and the Judgegherefor@recluded
from awarding them a partial distribution of satelloyalties. Although the
MPAA and Devotional Claimants have previously bgeanted unrestricted
partial distributions of satellite royalties, syzdrtial distributions to the
MPAA and the Devotional Claimants cannot be rededawith the
standards most recently established by the Judgessequently, such prior
partial distributions cannot be deemed precederdrig entitliement to
partial distribution of satellite royalties to tfférogram Suppliers” or
“Devotional Claimants”, the identity of whom remainclear.

The Judges should grant the Allocation Phased3artiotion only
subject to the caveat that any partial distribunohbe paid over to the yet-
to-be-identified “Program Suppliers” and “Devotibadaimants”.
Moreover, the partial distribution should be reditea figure that equals
no more than 36% of the aggregate pool for reasenfrth in Multigroup
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Claimants’ previously filedbjection to Partial Distribution of 2015

Satellite Funds to Certain “Allocation Phase Claimg’.

Dated: November 9, 2017

Respectfully submitted,

/sl
Brian D. Boydston, Esq.
California State Bar No. 155614

PICK & BOYDSTON, LLP

10786 Le Conte Ave.

Los Angeles, California 90024
Telephone: (213)624-1996
Facsimile: (213)624-9073
Email: brianb@ix.netcom.com

Attorneys for Independent
Producers Group

Multigroup Claimants’ Surreply Addressing ProposedPartial Distribution of 2015
Satellite Funds to Certain “Allocation Phase Claimats”

20



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that on this 9th day of NovemB64.7, a copy of the
foregoing was sent by electronic mail to the parigted on the attached
Service List.

/sl

Brian D. Boydston, Esq.

PROGRAM SUPPLIERS

Gregory O. Olaniran, Esqg.

MITCHELL SILBERBERG & KNUPP LLP
1818 n Street N.W.,"8Floor

Washington, Devotional Claimants 20036
Tel: 202-355-7817
goo@msk.comhp@msk.com

DEVOTIONAL CLAIMANTS

Arnold P. Lutzker, Esq.

LUTZKER & LUTZKER LLP

1233 20" Street, NW , Suite 703
Washington, Devotional Claimants 20036
Tel: 202-408-7600

arnie@Iutzker.com

Clifford M. Harrington, Esq.

Matthew MacLean, Esq.

PILSBURY WINTHROP SHAW PITTMAN LLP
1200 Seventeenth Street NW

Washington, Devotional Claimants 20036
Matthew.maclean@pillsburylaw.com
clifford.harrington@pillsburylaw.com

Multigroup Claimants’ Surreply Addressing ProposedPartial Distribution of 2015

Satellite Funds to Certain “Allocation Phase Claimats”
21



JOINT SPORTS CLAIMANTS

Robert Alan Garrett

ARNOLD AND PORTER LLP

601 Massachusetts Ave., NW

Washington, Devotional Claimants 20001

Tel: 202-942-5000
Robert.garrett@apks.cormean.laane@apks.com
Michael.kientzle@apks.com

MUSIC CLAIMANTS

AMERICAN SOCIETY OF COMPOSERS, AUTHORS, AND
PUBLISHERS

Samuel Mosenkis

ASCAP

One American Plaza

New York, NY 10023

Tel: 212-621-6450
smosenkis@ascap.comagener@ascap.com

BROADCAST MUSIC, INC.

Joseph DiMona
BROADCAST MUSIC, INC.
7 World Trade Center

250 Greenwich Street

New York, NY 10007-0030
Tel: 212-220-3149
[dimona@bmi.com

Multigroup Claimants’ Surreply Addressing ProposedPartial Distribution of 2015

Satellite Funds to Certain “Allocation Phase Claimats”
22



Michael J. Remington, Esq.

DRINKER BIDDLE & REATH LLP

1500 K Street, NW — Suite 1100

Washington, Devotional Claimants 20005

Tel: 202-842-8800
Michael.remington@dbr.conbrian.coleman@dbr.com
Jennifer.criss@dbr.com

SESAC, INC.

John C. Beiter, Esq.
Levens, Strand & Glover
1102 17th Avenue South
Suite 306

Nashville, TN 37212
beiter@LSGlegal.com

BROADCASTER CLAIMANTS GROUP

John I. Stewart, Esq.

Ann Mace

CROWELL & MORING LLP

1001 Pennsylvania Ave., NW

Washington, Devotional Claimants 20004-2595
Email: jstewart@crowell.com

Multigroup Claimants’ Surreply Addressing ProposedPartial Distribution of 2015

Satellite Funds to Certain “Allocation Phase Claimats”
23



Certificate of Service

| hereby certify that on Thursday, November 09, 2017 | provided a true and correct copy of
the Brief to the following:

SESAC, Inc., represented by John C. Beiter served via Electronic Service at
jbeiter@lsglegal.com

Program Suppliers, represented by Alesha M Dominique served via Electronic Service at
amd@msk.com

Devotional Claimants, represented by Jessica T Nyman served via Electronic Service at
jessica.nyman@pillsburylaw.com

Joint Sports Claimants, represented by Robert A Garrett served via Electronic Service at
robert.garrett@apks.com

Powell, David, represented by david powell served via Electronic Service at
davidpowell008@yahoo.com

Broadcaster Claimants Group, represented by Ann Mace served via Electronic Service at
amace@crowell.com

Broadcast Music, Inc. (BMI), represented by Jennifer T. Criss served via Electronic Service
at jennifer.criss@dbr.com

American Society of Composers, Authors and Publishers (ASCAP), represented by Sam
Mosenkis served via Electronic Service at smosenkis@ascap.com

Signed: /s/ Brian D Boydston



